Design Research Society

DRS Digital Library
DRS Biennial Conference Series

DRS2022: Bilbao

Jun 25th, 9:00 AM

Dramatic reflection: Enhancing play qualities in a design
experiment for inclusive play practices in school
Hanne Hede Jørgensen
Design School Kolding, Denmark

Helle Marie Skovbjerg
Design School Kolding, Denmark

Anne Louise Bang
VIA University College, Denmark

Follow this and additional works at: https://dl.designresearchsociety.org/drs-conference-papers
Part of the Art and Design Commons

Citation
Jørgensen, H.H., Skovbjerg, H.M., and Bang, A.L. (2022) Dramatic reflection: Enhancing play qualities in a
design experiment for inclusive play practices in school, in Lockton, D., Lenzi, S., Hekkert, P., Oak, A.,
Sádaba, J., Lloyd, P. (eds.), DRS2022: Bilbao, 25 June - 3 July, Bilbao, Spain. https://doi.org/10.21606/
drs.2022.305

This Research Paper is brought to you for free and open access by the DRS Conference Proceedings at DRS Digital
Library. It has been accepted for inclusion in DRS Biennial Conference Series by an authorized administrator of DRS
Digital Library. For more information, please contact dl@designresearchsociety.org.

Dramatic Reflection: Enhancing play qualities in a
design experiment for inclusive play practices
in school
Hanne Hede Jørgensena*, Helle Marie Skovbjergb, Anne Louise Bangc
a

Designskolen Kolding/VIA University College, DK

b

Designskolen Kolding, DK

c

VIA University College, DK

*Corresponding author e-mail: hhj@via.dk
https://doi.org/10.21606/drs.2022.305

Abstract: Starting from a codesign project on inclusive, pedagogical play practices in
schools, this paper presents a phenomenological design experiment called Dramatic
Reflection. The Dramatic Reflection experiment was created in collaboration with pedagogical teams in two Danish schools for the purpose of exploring pedagogical actions
regarding different children’s ability to participate in play. Inclusive pedagogical actions are understood in a holistic and child-centered manner, and children’s play participation is understood as an essential part of their ability to experience relational
interdependence within the context of a school. This paper shows how a design experiment for play reflections, Dramatic Reflection, might, due to play qualities such as
lightness, travesty, and empathy, nourish the emergence of genuine and meaningful
changes within the pedagogical profession. In conclusion, we discuss the relationship
between understanding pedagogical professionalism in schools through play design
and the development of play qualities in a concrete design as Dramatic Reflection.
Keywords: design for play; understanding play; play qualities; pedagogic

1. Introduction: co-design for play
A large number of research projects attach importance to play in early childhood (Ødegaard
& Hedegaard, 2020; Bork & Lund, 2020). Still, play in school remains a much-debated topic,
often resulting in its being isolated from a school’s core tasks or primarily related to the development of children’s social skills. Based on a codesign project which engaged 40 pedagogues in inclusive, pedagogical play practices in primary schools, this paper explores the
phenomenon of play in the context of schools through design research, focusing on the roles
of pedagogues. In Denmark pedagogues are educated professionals trained to work holistic
and child-centered with children’s development and well-being. The concept of pedagogics
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in this article is thus understood within a continental tradition which places the relation to
the child as the starting point of pedagogical services (Schön, 1995; van Manen, 2015). The
concept of codesign is understood with reference to Sanders and Stappers (2008), whose
notion includes both traditional Nordic ideas of participatory design, characterized by “users
as partners,” and traditional American ideas, characterized as “users as subjects.” Sanders
and Stappers stress that codesign “indicates collective creativity as it is applied across the
whole span of a design process” (2008, p. 6). However, as we will make clear throughout the
paper, by emphasizing play in the design experiment we mainly draw on the Nordic tradition
of enhancing “genuine partnerships” (Simonsen & Robertson, 2013, p. 5) and leaving room
for reflection and mutual understanding. In addition, we are in dialogue with the idea of
“empathic design,” in which new solutions are discussed in coherence with the exploration
of “experiences, meaningful everyday practices and emotions” (Mattelmäki, Vaajakallio, &
Koskinen, 2014, p. 67). We position play as the pivot of design and draw on Lucy Kimbell’s
(2011) metaphor of design as a platform for actions, as well as her idea of designing for services rather than designing services as such. As Kimbell states:
“[...] talking of designing for services rather than designing services recognizes that
what is behind design is not an end result, but rather a platform for actions with
which diverse actors will engage over time. Designing for service, rather than designing services, points to the impossibility of being able to fully imagine, plan or define
any complete design for a service since new kinds of value relations are instantiated
by actors engaging within a service context” (2011, p. 45).
Kimbell (2011) argues that service is a relational and temporal phenomenon and, as such,
implicates a dynamic and open approach, both to design to bring about changes and to the
experiences of the stakeholders. According to Kimbell (2011), a service cannot be designed
as an end result; rather, designs should explore and promote the values behind the service.
It should be open to the diversity of stakeholders and designed with the aim of encouraging
the emergence of new services. In regard to design for play, we would agree that we cannot
design play for end results. In that sense, we place play at the center of design research, in
regard to content (Dyment & O’Connell, 2013), form (Vaneycken, 2020), and both (Gudiksen
& Skovbjerg, 2020). In this paper we explore what tacit knowledge of pedagogical play practices prototyping Dramatic Reflection reveals? Furthermore, we explore and discuss the significance of play qualities in the Dramatic Reflection experiment. The main contribution of
the paper is to show how Dramatic Reflection, as a design, contains play qualities that frame
transformative experiences for pedagogues and researcher and how play qualities in design
experiments point to new understandings as vehicles for meaningful changes in the future.
By that we aim to contribute to the expanding field of play design.

2. Methodology and research context
The empirical data in this paper is from a PhD project, Codesign for development of pedagogical play practices in schools, carried out by the first author (Jørgensen, 2022; Jørgensen
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et al. 2021). The core approach of that project is codesign, and the collaborative partners are
40 pedagogues in two Danish schools (Red and Blue School). The schools applied to an open
invitation on collaborative partners and out of four applicants two schools were chosen for
their socioeconomic differences. In addition, around 500 children participated in the project.
The design experiment, Dramatic Reflection, is one of two types of experiments that investigate children’s play possibilities and inclusive pedagogics in schools. While the other two experiments are play experiments that involve children directly, Dramatic Reflection is a play
reflection experiment which focuses on exploring the experiences of pedagogues while participating in play experiments with children.
The play experiments with children are systematized as four different experiments, created
according to theories of different play types (Hughes, 2011). These are “expanding experiments” (Krogh & Koskinen, 2020; Krogh, Markussen, & Bang, 2015), as they explore a new
area for pedagogues working in schools (Ejsing-Duun & Skovbjerg, 2019). However, the Dramatic Reflection experiment is a “serial experiment” as it evolves during the expansion of
the play experiments. Concretely, it is carried out through five iterations in parallel with the
third and fourth play experiment in the middle of the research process, as illustrated below.

Play Experiment 1

Play Experiment 2

Play Experiment 3

Play Experiment 4 konstruktionsleg

Figure 1 The hierarchy of the four expanding play experiments and the Dramatic Reflection experiment, including five iterations.

Apart from experiments, the collaboration with the pedagogues was initiated, framed, and
developed through 32 workshops.

3. Theoretical framework: Play practices and play orders
Play is a phenomenon characterized by ambiguity (Sutton-Smith, 2001; Skovbjerg et al.,
2021) that moves in multiple directions according to the participant players, the things at
play, and the actual frames in which playing takes place. Starting from play experiments, we
have stretched and developed the theory of play as a mood practice (Skovbjerg, 2021) and
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thus “extend(ed) theory” through design research (Markussen, 2017, p. 92). The extending
of play theory includes and develops the idea of play as a special social order (Jørgensen,
2022; Skovbjerg et al., 2022). The order of play contains inclusive and exclusive processes
that resemble the dynamics of any social order. However, in the order of play, things, relations, identities, words, and rules shift in meaning and can become something else. Describing the qualities of play order, we draw on play theories that understand play as an existential and fluctuating phenomenon, relating it to Fink’s (1968) idea of play as “characterized by
calm, timeless ‘presence’ and autonomous, self-sufficient meaning” (p. 21); to Gadamer’s
(2004) notions of play as “a phenomenological ascertainment of lack of effort” (p. 104); and
to Bakhtin’s (2001) notions of “travesty” as including the desire and ability to turn things
“upside down” and frame an inclusive culture of laughter in which each of us can both participate in laughter and become its object. According to Bakhtin travesty and laughter might
reveal serious insights that is not approachable in other ways (2001, p. 100).
Besides these qualities, we draw on Skovbjerg’s mood perspective on play (2021). The mood
perspective on play involves a play triangle, which is play media (materials in a broad sense),
play practices (actions carried out with the play media), and play moods (the moods we tune
in to while playing). The basic idea is that when you play, you do something with some
things, and while doing that you enter into a certain play mood. While each experience of
play is unique and difficult to grasp, the experience of being in the mood together is shareable and desirable, and entering into the play mood can be possible through the practices of
play with different play media and by tuning in to the other players.
In the order of play, a pond in the school yard can become a canal to cross; a friend can become an enemy to fight; and words like “kill,” and “bitch” can become play media in a pretended quarrel. This means that in the order of play, other meanings, relations, identities,
and boundaries are accepted as they become means for exploration, travesty, and laughter.
As mentioned, play is characterized by self-sufficient meaning; however, play is not something that is excluded from the rest of the world, first and foremost because it is always interdependent on the context in which it takes place. We could say that the order of play
stands in a mimetic relationship to those social orders known to the players, as the latter
mirror and play with ideas, norms, and rules; it is not a consequence of decisions but, rather,
something that emerges in the interfaces between players, contexts, ideas, materials, and
moods.

4. Codesign for children’s play participation – without children
Codesign for play in school implicates many layers of relationships that have to be taken into
consideration throughout the research process and requires sensitivity and situational
judgement from the researcher. Hence, we would argue that codesign becomes a phenomenological approach, which aims to understand the everyday lives of the people we involve in
design and is attentive to the disturbances that design experiments might create. We see a
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need for concurrently developing empathic relations and, thus, enhancing inclusive design
processes. Akama og Prenderville sees
“co-designing as a reflexive, embodied process of discovery and actualization [and] an
integral, on-going activity of designing services. Codesigning can catalyze a transformative process in revealing and unlocking tacit knowledge, moving people along on a
journey to ‘make real’ what proposed services might be like in the future” (2013, p.
30).

As such codesigning involves peoples’ bodies, framing new and unpredictable situations that
may yield insights, however seldom without agony or doubt. Unlocking tacit knowledge entails a certain vulnerability that must be taken into consideration when we aim to catalyze
transformative processes because each participant would sense and respond differently to
these processes. In our project, that means that we had to be attentive towards each pedagogue in our partnership, and towards the different children for whom we are designing.
Harold G. Nelson and Erik Stolterman (2012) define design processes as a question of relationships between those who are being served and those in service:
“Design is by definition a service relationship. All design activities are animated
through dynamic relationships between those being served – clients, surrogate clients
(those who act on behalf of clients), customers, and consumers or end users – and
those in service, including the designers. Design ideally is about service on behalf of
the other – not merely about changing someone’s behavior for their own good or convincing them to buy products and services” (p. 41).

In this codesign project on play, the primary collaborative partners are pedagogues. They are
the ones in service, while the children are the ones that are served. The children are also regarded as secondary collaborative partners of the researcher, and the researcher is in the
service of the children, since the design research is motivated by the ambition to create a
more inclusive play environment for children in school. To the pedagogues, on the other
hand, children are the primary collaborative partners, ranking above the researcher. This
web of relationships is important for two reasons when we want to explore children’s play
participation. First, it gives the pedagogues a kind of veto in the concrete design processes
that involves the children directly and, at the same time, gives the researcher an obligation
to make problematic tacit knowledge transparent, if and when such knowledge supports
rigid practices towards one or more children’s play possibilities. Second, the play participation of each unique child is the connection point of researcher and pedagogues.
Dramatic reflection as a play reflection experiment was carried out without any real children
due to a joint discovery of pedagogues and researcher concerning the complexity and dilemmas contained in the ambition to design for the emergence of play in schools and, at the
same time, search for and develop pedagogical actions that enhance the play possibilities of
an individual child. In short, with a reference to Schön (1995) we identified a need to dwell
on movements from reflections in - and reflections on play actions from a professional, immersed and ethical perspective.
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4.1 Establishing the Dramatic Reflection experiment
During the first two play experiments, it became clear that we needed a play reflection
experiment that would enable us to explore how articulated values are embodied in
practice. The core value was articulated as “respect for the child.” We then decided to
try a reflective experiment that framed concrete play situations and involved the exploration of the bodily knowledge of pedagogues.
The researcher came up with a Stanislavsky-inspired idea of dramatic reflections. The
inspiration of Stanislavsky (1940) was mainly related to his ideas of the magical if, empathy, and sensitive memory:
“Because, although our feelings and emotional experiences are changeable and incapable of being grasped, what you have seen is much more substantial. Images are
much more easily and firmly fixed in our visual memory, and can be recalled at will” (p.
64).

The will to recall is, to Stanislavsky, a matter of making the imagination work by exploring both one’s sensitive memory and one’s fantasy. In addition, Stanislavsky’s (1940)
ideas of exploring the intentions behind actions were a source for inspiration. At the
same time, the researcher wanted to include the play triangle (Skovbjerg, 2021).
The core of the Dramatic Reflection experiment is the dramatizing of concrete experiences from ongoing play experiments. Concretely, we brought into the reflective room
a specific play situation in which a pedagogue – whom we call the “narrator-pedagogue” – found it difficult to act. Then, we appointed one of the other pedagogues to
come on stage and perform the role of the colleague, the “pedagogue-actor,” while a
third pedagogue was appointed to perform the role of the child or children (we tried
situations involving both one or two children), known as the “child-actor.” The rest of
the pedagogues were acting as a reflective team, which is part of the concept of professional supervision with which they were familiar. The reflective team was divided into
three groups, following the play triangle, as a way of framing their questions.
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Figure 2 An illustration of Dramatic Reflection in which the two actors are surrounded by the reflective team, asking questions according to the play triangle, and a narrator-pedagogue.

4.2 Prototyping Dramatic Reflection
The idea of prototyping a design for play reflections in collaboration with pedagogues
stems from an understanding of prototyping as a “vehicle that reveals both opportunities and dilemmas” (Hillgren et al., 2011, p. 170). By prototyping dramatic reflections,
we search for ways of understanding the pedagogical practices and values that evolve
during play experiments and, in so doing, we search for developmental possibilities of
the concrete design.
Prototyping Dramatic Reflection included five iterations. The illustration below shows
the number of iterations, with short case descriptions of the dramatized situations and
how the experiments were trying out different approaches to the child’s identity.
Table 1 Prototyping the Dramatic Reflection experiment.

Experiment

Case

Dramatizing the child

1

Both pedagogical teams participate.
The situation consists of researcher’s
participant observation of a child’s attempt to join a role play.

The child in the case is anonymized.

2

The Blue School pedagogical team.
The situation consists of establishing
a constructive game called “Build a

The child in the case is not anonymized.
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town.” The pedagogue insists that the
children draw their ideas before
building. This makes one child protest
and exclude herself.
3

The Red School pedagogical team.
The situation consists of a constructive game about “insect hotels.” Two
children are playing on the same
trunk. One is hammering bark. Another is putting little “hotels” in neat
rows at the trunk, and the hammering
is making them fall over.

4

The Blue School pedagogical team. No
one has any cases or experiences they
want to dramatize; therefore, we cancelled the performance and did something else.

5

The Red School pedagogical team.
Two children will not participate in a
play about constructing landscapes.
On the first two days, they play
around outside; then, suddenly, on
the third day, they come and ask to
join in. The dramatization addresses
curiosity about the children’s experiences.

The children in the case are anonymized.

The children in the case are not anonymized.

Each session of dramatic reflection was recorded, using IRIS connect video technology
(IRIS Connect). Each film was transcribed and participant observations and field notes
were also made. All materials were coded concurrently, as required under grounded
theory (Flick, 2014).
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Figure 3 Screenshots from the 1st and 5th iteration. In the first two pictures, a male pedagogue is
playing the child and a woman is playing the colleague, within a circle formed by a reflective
team. In the second two pictures, a woman is playing the child and a male is playing the
colleague.

5. Analyzing the Dramatic Reflection experiment
In the analyses presented below, we explore tacit knowledge regarding the value being explored, namely respect for the child, as well as ideas of children’s play participation. We do
so by focusing on the bodily language of the performing pedagogues and on how the experiment explores the question of what it is to know a child. All pedagogues’ names are anonymized.

4.1 Anonymizing the child
One core question which emerged during the experiments regards the child’s identity. The
researcher launched the idea in the first experiment, in which the case was based on a participant observation from the Blue School. Here, the researcher gave the child a fictive name
due to ethical considerations, because both the pedagogical teams were present. During the
dramatization, a pedagogue from the Red School team, “Jenny,” showed interest about the
real child, asking “Is she a child that normally finds play difficult?” “Jenny’s” question suggests that she knows that some children tend to have difficulties playing. “Laura,” from the
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Blue School team, guessed the identity of the child, saying, “I believe I know who she is. And
then, at the end of that play experiment, she seemed to recognize how to play that play.”
Naming the child here seemed to enable “Laura” to follow the child outside the workshop
and muse on how the play experiments enhanced her play participation.
In the later experiments, we tried out different approaches to the identities of the children.
However, it seemed that when the children were named, there was a tendency to explain
their interrelations in a fixed manner rather than, referring to Stanislavskij, imagining new
acts to enhance their play participation. For example, participants said, “This child never insists on anything, he is very flexible, but the other is not”; or “You know, you cannot have
these two boys sitting next to each other, so you avoid it.” As such, the reflections seemed
to go backwards, categorizing children’s general behavior and explaining their “nature.” That
is, the pedagogues discussed the children’s social behavior in school rather than their ability
to join in with the playing. On the other hand, when anonymizing the child, it seemed that
suggestions of other acts according to the concrete play situation emerged. As regards the
materials, for example, participants asked, “What if there was a knife?”, while in regard to
play practices, they asked, “What if you, the pedagogue, start hammering on your own
trunk?” Not knowing the real child seemed to promote ideas for future changes in pedagogical play practices. As “Mary” summed up, “a whole lot of new perspectives emerge, and it is
mega-interesting.”

4.2 Embodied knowledge of children
In all the experiments, except the fourth, the pedagogues quickly volunteered to act as children. They seemed eager to search for ways to enact the bodily language of children. They
exaggerated their movements, bounced up and down on the chairs, shook their heads vigorously, crossed their arms, and said no to all suggestions made by the pedagogue-actor and
the reflective team. Moreover, they sometimes used harsh words, and, if there was more
than one child in the scenario, they teased and provoked each other. Their making these unpredictable and grotesque expressions caused laughter amongst their colleagues. All in all,
we would say that they performed a Bakhtinian travesty of a child. That is, they produced
the worst kind of child antagonist, known to all the pedagogues from their everyday practice: a child that completely refuses to collaborate.
When asked about her child performance, “Moira” explained, “I am just guessing. I wasn’t
there. I just know how it looks, the disappointment in a child, for example, I have just seen
how it sometimes looks.”
Referencing Stanislavskij we might interpret her utterance as an example of how she uses
her visual memory from many years of daily companionship and experiences with children.
The images of children’s different mood expressions support her imagination in the performance. We might even interpret the willingness to perform a child, and the inclusive laughter around the child travesties, as signs of professional pedagogical and bodily tacit common
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knowledge of what it is like to know a child. This tacit knowledge is serious insight redeemed
by travesty. It is also playful and funny.

4.3 Performing “real” professionalism
On the other hand, it was not easy to recruit volunteers to play the pedagogue-actors. Moreover, the pedagogue-actors did not have fun at all. On the contrary, they wriggled on the
chair, looked uneasy, groaned, and made gestures of appeal towards the child-actor. When
they spoke, they addressed the child-actor in a normal, though extra mild, voice, searching
for the words and statements they might use in a real-life situation. As such, they seemed
carefully occupied by exploring the intentions behind the narrator-pedagogue who had experienced the situation. They were performing as “real” professional pedagogues, trying to
find acceptable solutions to ambiguous situations. In two of the iterations, the solution they
came up with was to remove a child from the play situation. Actually, it seemed they were
more concerned to avoid potential conflict than to promote participation in play.
When discussing Dramatic Reflection, “Kim” said, “There will be pedagogues that don’t think
it is fun to sit there and act as one another.”
It seems that performing one’s own professionalism is a serious business. We interpret from
this that there is a certain vulnerability in the role of the pedagogue. It is as if the pedagogue-actor is trying to act as the best version of his or her own professional appearance.
When they were sitting in the middle of a circle, as in Dramatic Reflection, it suddenly became very obvious that pedagogical practices are ambivalent and situational, and how an action can be seen as not respectful towards a child. This made participants in Dramatic Reflection vulnerable and required an atmosphere of trust and curiosity to be nourished. However,
according to “Anton,” it also helped a pedagogical team to “find a mutual direction. We cannot act equally, but we can develop a mutual direction for actions.”
As shown in the image below, the researcher used play dough to illustrate the duality of the
bodily expressions of performing a travesty of a child or performing as the best version of
your own profession.
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Figure 4 An illustration (made of clay dough) of the child-actor as a travesty of a child and the pedagogue-actor trying to be as pedagogical and attentive as possible.

4.4. Play qualities for future dramatic reflections
Prototyping Dramatic Reflection throws up dilemmas in and future possibilities for the development of the design. First and foremost, we have to look for the play qualities in the design
by regarding the child-actors. Referring to both Stanislavskij and Bakhtin we interpret that
pedagogues by using their visual memory to create a travesty of an anonymous child somehow got in touch with their own tacit presumptions about children in play, as the action
awakened their empathy for the performed children. “Carla,” who played the silent child at
the tree trunk, said, “I somehow felt how I implicitly could provoke the hammering boy and,
by doing so, I could make an alliance with the pedagogue and exclude the other boy from
the play.” This remark created a resonance within the pedagogical team, who fell silent.
Then “Jenny” said, sadly, “That means that we agree with, and give respect to, the silent
children and regard the noisy children as trouble.” It seems that the travesty created new
layers of meaning and somehow enhanced transformative experiences among the group of
professionals. Hence, even though performing a child is fun and associated with lightness,
the emerging knowledge is deeply serious. On the other hand, the pedagogue-actor – who
was not playing in her role – was stuck in traditional ways of thinking and acting outside the
order of play. Through this “stuckness”, they felt the complexity of their profession and, although the performance might promote a common direction for a team, the “stuckness” also
seemed to make it difficult for them to recognize the dramatized situations as play situations. Instead, they tried to avoid conflict. As such, it remained difficult to find new acts that
could support the play participation of all the children, including the noisy ones.
All in all, the findings of the experiment are as follows:
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• Anonymizing children in play reflections prevents pedagogues from going
backwards categorizing and explaining children’s behavior; rather, it helps
them to explore possible future actions regarding play.
• Performing as a child reveals playfulness and creates travesties of children.
• Performing as a child reveals professional bodily knowledge and empathy and,
as such, it creates resonance amongst pedagogues.
• Performing as a pedagogue is a vulnerable position because it reveals ambiguities in pedagogical practices.
In response to the last finding, “Laura” suggested that we should play more with the role of
pedagogues: “We could try to act as if it was one of those shitty days where you just don’t
want to be here.” We believe – like Laura – that one way of taking the Dramatic Reflection
design further could be to increase the play qualities of the design, for example by creating
directive cards for the pedagogue-actor which enhance the will to imagine and, at the same
time, underline the idea of exploring situations as play situations. The text on the cards
could relate to the mood part of the play triangle, for example “You are having a shitty day,”
“You get restless when play is too quiet,” or “You don’t like it when play becomes euphoric.”
By twisting the role of the pedagogue-actor in this way, this actor will also become more
anonymous and playful and, perhaps, the design will become less vulnerable.

5. Discussion
In the discussion, we address two perspectives made transparent by the Dramatic Reflection
design. The first is the challenge of designing for both mutual understanding of actual everyday practices and future changes. The second concerns the notion of play qualities as a vehicle for designs that seek to enhance transformative experiences as a way to promote future
changes amongst pedagogues in schools.
While prototyping Dramatic Reflection, the two actor-positions illuminated some core questions in a codesign approach that regards itself as phenomenological. This might have to do
with the “leapfrog from mere interpretation into a more imaginative mode” (Mattelmäki,
Vaajakallio, & Koskinen, 2014, p. 69). We might also say that it has to do with an approach to
design research that combines a phenomenological and hermeneutic position which aims to
understand and interpret embodied values with a pragmatic position which is occupied with
future changes to ensure better and more inclusive play practices.
We believe that a phenomenological approach to codesign is essential when the aim is to
enhance and develop genuine partnerships with pedagogues in order to explore and make
room for the ambiguity and vulnerability of their experienced practices. The phenomenological practice of being thoughtful and attentive to what occurs (van Manen, 2014) might be a
connecting point for researchers who want to understand how a phenomenon is felt and ex-
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perienced, as well as for practitioners whose life world is the core of the mutual explorations. As the analyses show, resonance emerges as a result of the dramatization. Resonance,
however, also somehow indicate a transformative experience and might therefore enhance
changes, because new actions and new practices become both meaningful and a heartfelt
necessity.
Still, as design researchers, we cannot leave it up to the pedagogues to come up with concrete ideas of how to work for changes. Here, the pragmatic part of the design research is
the core. As we have shown, imagination and new possibilities are supported by certain play
qualities in a design. Here, we point to the relationship between travesty, lightness, and empathy. Travestying the everyday in Dramatic Reflection feels fun and light. However, it is serious business. The travesty only emerges from sensitive visual memory and the ability to empathize with children. Framing the pedagogue-actor in Dramatic Reflection with play qualities might enhance the imagination by bringing other sensitive memories into play. Thereby,
the design might support the search for new ways of acting pedagogically according to play.

6. Conclusion
We have presented a design for inclusive, pedagogical play reflections called Dramatic Reflection. We have shown how play qualities in a design enhance transformative experiences.
For the pedagogues, the transformative experiences shed light on their actual practices in a
way that might nourish a need for changemaking. For the researcher, the transformative experiences promoted new ideas of design, specifically ideas of improving the Dramatic Reflection design in order to make it more applicable for use by pedagogues in the future. Thus,
we propose that Dramatic Reflection as a design after design should optimize play qualities.
The redesign should be carried out in dialogue with the play triangle in order to help pedagogues focus on play and enter into a playful mood, characterized by fun and lightness, in
which travesty can flourish. Therefore, we propose the creation of auxiliary tools. The primary tools should help drag the pedagogue-actor away from “reality” and into travesty, for
example by playing with anonymity and playful moods.
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